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USPS/AUSPL-T1-1 

Please refer to page 5, lines 43-45 of your testimony, as well as USPS Library 

Reference N2009-1/4 (as revised October 9, 2009). 

(a) Please list and describe the various postal operations referenced on page 5, 

 line 45 of your testimony. 

(b) Please explain the basis for and provide documentation supporting the estimate 

at lines 44-45 of page 5 that AUSPL members lease 40 percent of the space 

utilized by the Postal Service to house these various operations. 

(c) Please identify which of the postal facilities listed in USPS Library Reference 

N2009-1/4 are leased to the Postal Service by members of AUSPL. 

(d) Please indicate the number of properties leased to the Postal Service by the ten 

AUSPL members with the highest number of such leaseholds. 

 

USPS/AUSPL-T1-2 

Please refer to page 7, lines 11-13 of your testimony.  Has AUSPL conducted any 

member or public survey, research or poll that serves as the basis for this statement in 

your testimony?  If so, please provide all documents describing the methodology and 

results of that undertaking.  If not, please describe the basis for the statement. 

 

USPS/AUSPL-T1-3 

Please refer to the definitions provided in your testimony at page 8, lines 4-5.  Please 

provide citations to any publications in which these definitions may be found. 

 

USPS/AUSPL-T1-4 

Please refer to page 9, lines 22-23 of your testimony.  Please list and describe each of 

the “non-postal needs” of the community to which you refer. 

 

 

 

 



USPS/AUSPL-T1-5 

Please refer to your testimony at page 9, lines 27-32 and to the testimony of Postal 

Service witness Kimberly Matalik at Tr. Vol. 2, page 525, lines 5-16. 

(a) Is it your belief that witness Matalik testified there that the Postal Service gives 

no consideration at all to customer input in the discontinuance review process?  If 

so, please explain the basis for your belief. 

(b) If your response to subpart (a) above is anything other than an unqualified 

negative (“no”), would you agree, based on a review of Tr. Vol. 2, page 525, lines 

5-16, that Matalik testified to the effect that, as part of its qualitative judgment 

regarding the consolidation of a station or branch, the Postal Service assigns no 

specific quantitative weighting to the various factors it considers, including 

customer input?  If not, please explain. 

 

USPS/AUSPL-T1-6 

Please refer to page 11, lines 5 through 12 of your testimony. 

(a) Please review USPS-T-2 (as amended on September 16, 2009) and confirm that 

the number “95” on page 11, line 5 of your testimony should be revised to read 

“21.”  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

(b) During your review of Post Office closure proposals as a postal employee, do 

you recall ever being aware that there were discontinuance proposals that were 

formulated and examined at the local or district level but: 

 (i) that never advanced to the regional/area office for review or to 

 headquarters for a final agency review and decision? 

 (ii)  that advanced to the regional/area office for consideration but did not 

 advance to headquarters for a final agency review and decision? 


